Water Qudity Advisory Group
December 8, 1999
Room 1319
Minutes

Board members present:

John Fekete, Bill Beranek, Ron Wukasch, Rae Schnapp, Tom Anderson, John Wilkins, Bowden
Quinn, Tom McKenna, Senator Beverly Gard, Lori Kaplan, Tim Method, Matt Rueff and Mayor
Margerum.

Audience:

Méeanie Darke, Peter Beronio, Bob Johnson, Miriam Dant, Eric Fry, Charlotte Read, Phyllis Hockett,
Mary Uhler, Maggie McShane, Jane Dusgtin, Tom Dustin, Tonya Gabraith, Patrick Barrett, Scott
Schutte, Vince Griffin and Len Ashack.

John F: Thank you for atending.

Lori: The feedback | have received has been positive. This group has been very productive. I'm
asking the group to continue and address other issues it originally set out to answer. Can we continue
to meet for the next four months?

Mayor Margerum: Agree

Senator Gard: Agree. We do need to expedite a couple of the issues.

John W: Agree

Bowden: Agree

Lori: Then wewill continue on the same day. Thank you for your hard work.

John F: We need to review the draft report and next seps. Tonya has information on wet westher
legidation from the last meeting. Thisinformation has been provided from the Wet Weether Technicd
Group.

Tonya: Review of prdiminary draft wet weether legidation.

Senator Gard: Should change nameto CSO.

John F: Maybe not the best time to bring this up for discussion.

Tonya We will have this out for commen.

John F: In Section 4, July 1, 2000 - emergency clause.

Senator Gard: Need specific language.

Bill: Theword “temporary” isaproblem. Temporary - seven year period. We are looking for along
term control plan.

Tonya: After review, fed free to contact her with comments.

Senator Gard: We need alimited time frame for comments.

John F. We will need comments within aweek.

Senator Gard: Deadline for filing billsis January 7, 2000. We must submit new information to LSA by
December 22, 1999.

Rae: Why change surface water to incorporate CSO?

Bill: Thisisn't meant to be temporary. We are coming a the same thing but could be written better.
Rae: Suspending standards - why taking in CSO’'s?

Tonya We are just trying to get to the same objective. We need suggestions on how you would craft



this better.
Bill: I'm happy to hep.
Tom: Pretrestment program - whereis EPA’s authority?
Len: That isagrey area - permits are written - we have approva authority for some of the sewer
ordinances.
John F: | would like to cdl attention to the draft report. We have outlined issues we discussed earlier
and have laid out the program to discuss these issues.
- Review of draft report - policy concept for OSRW.

Bill: The OSRW's currently designated and future designations will not have the no degradation criteria
OSRW - would have palicy that if you did increase discharge which would be regulated by Staterule,
then you would have to do something €lse to improve water qudity. No discharge dlowed if it would
impair water body. Net environmenta improvement - make a straight trade. IDEM would gpprove
project that would have net environmental improvement with public participation. Dollarsrelative to
discharge into net environmenta improvement fund. This group is not endorsing any of these ideas
gpecificaly. Rulemaking process can review these idess.
John F. Six waterbodies dready designated remain.
Mayor Margerum: How would we measure the trade-off.
Bill: State does alow dollarsto do testing. Do have TMDL’sfor dl waters.
Ron: What if it isalarge project - will bring alot with non-point source runoff.
Bill: That isaquestion - how do we handle non-point source? Backing into it with TMDL process.
Thisisframework - it isa dart.
John F: Objective 1B - we | €ft that open and it has a sense of urgency. Smaller groups putting this
information together.
Rae: Small groups have addressed this earlier.
John F: We would like to have that information. Can you email that to us?
Jane: All OSRW’sin Tier 2 waters - is that the presumption? We are working on changing that rule.
Bill: OSRW’sin Tier 2 with net improvement - this group and the generd assembly haven't agreed to
this.
Bob: Indiana GLI rule is different than the federd GLI rule. Federd rule has some flexibility.
Bill: This group has focused on no degradation.
John F: We appreciate any input - but we cannot solve these problems today.

- Discussion on wet westher draft. Should have three objectives under wet wegther.
By December 15" address the first bullet point.
Ron: Redlity of sampling - water quality sandardsin streams not effluent. Long Term Control Plan
involves alot of modeing.
Rae: Where are we going to draw the line on the curve? Hasto betied back to water quality not just
technology. Just having technology isn't enough.
Bill: Affordability with knee-of-curve. Needs to be some refinement of the Long Term Control Plan
drategy.
Mayor Margerum: Can't base soldly on Water Quality Standards.
Bill: Knee-of-curve implies there will be bad stuff.
John F: Should we capture Site or Stuation specific?
Ron: When does criteria gpply? Probabilistic gpproach - oneyear. Where is sampling point? Thereis



no protocol for water quality criteriafor e coli - 236 weekly criteriain a tream?

Bill: That isthe question. Permit limit has to meet the sandard.

Tom: Not working toward improvement - just managing degradation.

Bill: Weekly standard rather than daily standard.

Mayor Margerum: How is permit going to read?

Rae: 235 is consdered safe as daily - doesn't work for weekly average. Some are talking effluent
some are talking water quality standards.

John F: Isthis just wet wegther or doesit apply al the time?

Matt: Unique to wet weather and POTW's.

John F: Address unique and specific events. Asfar as our recommendation is concerned. The wet
wesgther second to last bullet needs devel opment.

Mayor Margerum: Aslong as we understand what it means - long term plan would be to make
recommendations to the Water Pollution Control Board.

Matt: Develop clarification of our rule.

John F: IDEM review the standard and get back to this group.

John W: Wedl want relief for POTW' sfor e coli in wet weether events.

Bill: Need targeted standards.

John F: IDEM review implications - need clarification on language. We need to come up with
recommendations by February. Key consderations by March with something by April.

Bowden: OSRW - think of Lake Michigan. God should be improvement of water qudity for
waterbodies within watershed.

Rae: Net improvement has to be measurable. |f ameasurable decrease - non-point sources are what
we haveto get a anyway.

John F: Please limit your opinions to one page. We have to focus on anti-degradation and wet
wegther.

Charlotte: Look at State anti-degradation policy.

Vince: Bullet one on specid designations - doesn't remove al the OSRW’s - did this group discuss
this?

John F: In 10/22 meeting we touched on this. Language changes out by Monday &t the latest. Any
further comments?

We will reissue and incorporate issues for January meseting.

Bob: Keep anti-degradation on the forefront. Biocriteria and sediment doesn’'t show up right away.
Matt: May take a series of meetings to discussthis.

John F: In January we will review agenda s for the next severd months.

Adjournment



